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— The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet beneath the correspondence address- 
Period for Response ^ 

A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR RESPONSE IS SET TO EXPIRE ... MONTH(S) FROM THE 

MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 



- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no event, however, may a response be timely filed after SIX (6) MONTHS 
from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If the period for response specified above is less than thirty (30) days, a response within the statutory minimum of thirty (30) days will be considered timely. 

- If NO period for response is specified above, such period shall, by default, expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication . 

- Failure to respond within the set or extended period for response will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 



•iHr 



Status 

Responsive to communication(s) filed on 

This action is FINAL. 

Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is closed in 
accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1; 453 O.G. 213. 



Disposition of Claims 

^ / Claim(s) 



Of the above claim(s) 

Claim(s) - 

Claim(s) — - 

C!aim(s) 

Claim(s) 



1LU. 



is/are pending in the application, 
is/are withdrawn from consideration, 
is/are allowed, 
is/are rejected. 
- is/are objects 

requirement. 



Application Papers 

See the attached Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948. 

The proposed drawing correction, filed on is approved disapproved. 

The drawing(s) filed on is/are objected to by the Examiner. 

The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 (a)-(d) 

Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 11 9(a)-(d). 
All Some* None of the CERTIFIED copies of the priority documents have been 
received. 

received in Application No. (Series Code/Serial Number) 

received in this national stage application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 1 7.2(a)). 

*Certified copies not received 

Attachment(s) 



-^Information Disclosure Statement(s), PTO-1449, Paper No(s). 
Notice of References Cited, PTO-892 
Notice of Draftsperson's Patent Drawing Review, PTO-948 
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Interview Summary, PTO-413 

Notice of Informal Patent Application, PTO-152 

Other . 



U. S. Patent and Trademark Office 

PTO-326 (Rev. 3-97) 



'U.S. GPO: 1997^17-381/62710 
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Application/Control Number: 08/690,747 
Art Unit: 1763 

, The nonstatus double patenting region is basec > °- « 

grounded in public policy , a ^^^^^p^ to prevent possible 
improper timew.se extension of the right to exclude gran y r d 2 010 (Fed 

haLLn, by multiple assignees See ( [ , ^ ^ 686 

2 ^ PQ I HCC ZmiflS* ™ F.2d 438. ,64 USPQ 6,9 (CCPA 

A time,y , r 0 :; r :: ^c^*^^^^r md 

—.L" %£££%£Z paten, is shown to be commonly owned with ,h,s 

aW ' iCa Effec're L ? nZ J \m. registered attorney or agent of record ^"J*- 
disc,aimef A lenlat disclatmer signed by the assignee must fully comply w„h 37 CFR 3.73(b). 

2 Claims 1-21 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 

patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-27 of U.S. Patent No. 5.403.772 Although the 

...«:.,.„ „„; mI „e n„, identical, they are no. patently distinct from each other because the 

lite it would 

sole difference is the place of etching However. ,n tne aosence o. „„ uu ..™ 

have been obvious to one of ordinal skill in the a* ,0 determine through routine experimentation 

the optimum, operable placemen, of etching in order to remove metal or grain boundaries. 

3, Claims 1-21 are rejected under .he judicially crea.ed doctrine of obviousness-«ype double 

patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-6 of US Patent No. 5.6,4.426. Although the 

conflicting claims are no, identical, they are no, patentably distinct from each other because the 

sole difference is the place of etching However, in the absence of unobvious results. ,t would 

have been obvious to one of ordinal skill in the ar, to determine through routine experimentation 

the optimum, operable placemen, of etching in order to remove metal or grain boundaries 
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Application/Control Number: 08/690,747 
Art Unit: 1763 



Claims 1-21 are rejected under the judicially created doctrine of obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over Cairns 1-18 of U.S. Patent No. 5,580,792. Although the 
conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each other because the 
sole difference is the place of etching. However, in the absence of unobvious results, it would 
have been obv.ous to one of ordinal skill in the art to determine through routine experimentation 
the optimum, operable placement of etching in order to remove metal or grain boundaries 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

having ordinary' skill in the art to whicn saia suujwi nmt^ F - — - - - 

manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the claims 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various claims was 
commonly owned at the time any inventus covered therein were made absent any evince to 
the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out the inventor 
and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later invention was 
made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103© and potential 35 
U.S C. 102(f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claims 1 to 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Nakajima 

et al in view of Gibson. 
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The Nakajima et al reference teaches a method of silicon crystal growth. On a substrate, a 
catalyst for growth is applied. Then an amorphous layer is deposited onto the metal, the resulting 
structure is then annealed in order to crystallize the silicon. The silicon can be patterned to from 
island. The sole difference between the instant claims and the prior art is the etching. However, 
the Gibson reference teaches a method of etching silicon layers which have been grown with a 
catalyst in the area of the catalyst, note col. 3. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art to modify the Nakajima et al process by the teachings of the Gibson reference to etch in 
order to remove the metal catalyst which lower the output of the device formed on such layers. 
Claims 1 to 21 are rejected under 35 US C 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
SSR0 792 5. 614.426. and 5.403.772 

The 5.580.792. 5,6 14,426. and 5,403,772 references teach a method of silicon costal 
growth. On a substrate, a catalyst for growth is applied. Then an amorphous layer is deposited 
onto the metal, the resulting structure is then annealed in order to crystallize the silicon. The 
silicon can be patterned to from island and is etched after the heating step. The sole difference 
between the instant claims and the prior art is the etching placement. However, in the absence of 
unobvious results, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to determine 
through routine experimentation the optimum, operable placement of the etching in the 
5,580,792, 5,614,426.and 5,403.772 references in order to form the desired island sizes and 
remove metals. 



ttoK pnnw to Appli rnnt \s Arguments 
Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 to 21 have been considered but are moot in 
view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier c ~ 
should be directed to Robert Kunemund whose telephone number is (703) 308-1 09 1 1 he 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 7:00 to 3:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful the 

Utech can be reached on (703) 308-3324. The fax phone number for this Group »s (703) 305 
3599. 

Anv ,n,un of a general nature or relating .0 ,he sums of .his ^£ Si "> M ta 

directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308-066 1 
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